The twentieth century witnessed the rise of a conservation movement that presented itself as 'international' and 'science-based'. This article analyses the changing transnational networks of experts mobilised by this movement. It does so by studying the participant lists of 21 influential international conservation conferences held between 1913 and 1990. On the basis of a database we were able to trace changes in the national background, disciplinary allegiance and gender balance of conference attendants. Furthermore, we singled out a socalled 'congress elite' of often returning participants, whose background we analyse more in depth. The overall composition of the congress network as well as that of its elite, we show, changed only through a slow and laborious process. This process accounts for both the continuity in the sensibilities of international conservation experts and the gradual changes in their approach.
The twentieth century has seen the rise of a global and scientifically inspired movement devoted to nature conservation. Despite a growing historiography about this movement, we only have a limited understanding of the composition and long-term development of its networks. This has to be partially explained by the conceptual frameworks that have dominated the historiography.
Much of the existing literature is organized around either institutions, 1 individuals, 2 ideas 3 or policy plans, 4 but the cross-and inter-institutional networks that have actually disseminated ideas, driven policies, and connected individuals have received little systematic exploration.
Even the most ambitious publications that address the history of global conservation in holistic terms have shied away from mapping the multi-faceted network of international conservation in any detail. 5 In this article we want to make a step in that direction.
As a means to get access to the global conservation network, this article analyzes participant lists of international conferences at which 'conservation experts' came together.
During the twentieth century the conservation movement unremittingly presented its approach as science-based, but the science involved took various forms. 6 We therefore deliberately use the vague (and somewhat anachronistic) term of 'conservation expert' to refer to those people with specialized knowledge deemed useful for the preservation or conservation of living nature.
This umbrella term offers room to do justice to both the diversity of the group and the historical changes of its composition.
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There are several reasons for why conference participation provides an obvious starting point for mapping the cross-border network of conservation experts. Since the nineteenth century, international conferences have been key sites for community-building on a global scale for both the sciences and social movements. 8 More in particular, conferences have been shown to provide crucial meeting points for fostering 'epistemic communities' -groups with shared normative and causal beliefs, notions of validity, and policy goals. 9 They constitute sites where knowledge about the state of nature is exchanged, where the role of conservation experts is constructed, and where the research community is embodied.
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In this article we use international conferences to study the compositional diversity of the global conservation network, and the changes in this diversity over time. Particular attention is paid to the disciplinary background, nationality and gender of conference attendants. The global conservation movement has repeatedly claimed an aura of scientific objectivity, internationalism, and inclusiveness. In this article we provide a diachronic overview of how these claims translated into reality. Which scientific disciplines were actually represented at the conferences? How did the involvement of different nationalities change over time? And to which extent did women gain access to the conservation community? We, finally, deepen the analysis by singling out the core group of regular conference-goers -the so-called 'congress elite' 11 -and explore what distinguishes them from the average participant.
The temporal focus of this article is Eric Hobsbawm's 'short twentieth century'. The starting point is 1913, when the Swiss Paul Sarasin organized the International World
Conference for Nature Protection in Bern. Although not the first international conservation conference, it was the first to frame threatened nature as a global common, rather than an object of national or imperial concern. 12 As an end point of our analysis, we take the expert meetings that prepared a convention on biodiversity for the 'Earth Summit' that took place in Rio in 1992 -a conference that, according to at least one historian, gave 'global environmental issues their highest profile ever'. 13 We selected 21 influential conferences that focused on the conservation of living nature, and brought together the data of their participant lists (comprising more than 4000 names) in an Excel database. Apart from names, these lists mostly indicated the nationalities of the participants, their gender and professional background. When this information was missing, we were -in the great majority of cases -able to fill the gaps. Taken together, the data of the 21 conferences help to understand the major trends in the composition of the international conservation conference circuit. We interpret these data in the light of the existing secondary literature as well as the published reports and archival material produced by the involved institutions and individuals. 11 We borrow the term from: Leonards and Randeraad, "Transnational Experts, " 235. 12 See more in depth: Bernhard Gissibl, The Nature of German Imperialism. Conservation and the politics of Wildlife in colonial East Africa" (Oxford and New York: Berghahn forthcoming). 13 Holdgate, The Green Web, 216.
Selection of conferences
The conferences we selected all have nature conservation as their main goal, were expertoriented and international in design. Furthermore, both their participants and latter-day historians marked them as having set the agenda for global conservation. We particularly selected those conferences that were crucial in developing action plans, declarations, conventions and institutions, and which in this way steered the activities of conservationists on the ground. in which conservation was to be explicitly linked to development. This link with development would be further worked out at the conferences of Cocoyoc (1974 ), Minsk (1983 ) and Ottowa (1986 , while the three meetings in Geneva (1988 Geneva ( -1990 were instrumental in promoting the concept of 'biodiversity'. Furthermore, we also selected conferences that were significant in creating and sustaining networks around specific conservationist themes. Three subsequent conferences, held respectively in Seattle (1962) , Yellowstone (1972) and Bali (1982) , brought together a great number of conservationists around the theme of national parks. The Ramsar conference in 1971 heightened the sensibility for wetlands, whereas the Bonn meeting in 1976 gathered experts around the issue of migratory species. Finally, at several influential conferences the attention of the global conservation community concentrated on particular regions. Africa, for instance, was the particular object of meetings in London (1933 and 1938) and Bukavu (1953) , whereas South-East-Asia was the focus of the Bangkok conference in 1965.
Overall, we attempted to have a relatively even representation of conferences over time.
Nonetheless, the increasing number of international conferences devoted to conservation is also reflected in our selection -resulting in a stronger representation of the later decades.
Furthermore, some periods in time (such as the late 1940s and the years around 1970) clustered international conservation activities and are therefore more visible in the database. Apart from the temporal spread, diversity, size and dynamics also played a role in the selection. The selected conferences range from small technical meetings of experts that were set up to prepare international conventions, to large-scale gatherings of hundreds of people at which the conservation community discussed common goals and voiced their concerns. Both, we believe, were decisive in globalizing the issue of nature conservation and giving it a scientific aura.
Historians have pointed at the important role transnational expert groups have played since the beginning of the twentieth century in 'creating' global concern around particular environmental topics. 15 The rhetoric of transnational experts, in which both their own research interests and organizational networks were indicated as 'global', should of course not be taken at face value. These categories were strategical, and especially in the early twentieth century they were used to further the interests of a small group of European actors. It is important to see that, alongside these actors, other conservationists were engaged in alternative forms of international cooperation. In the early twentieth century, North American conservationists, for instance, tried to set up nature preservation in Latin America through 'Pan American' meetings and institutions. Similarly they attempted to gain influence in East Asia and Oceania by putting conservation on the agenda of the Pan-Pacific Science Congresses. 16 Conferences organized as part of these alternative (more regionally defined) 'internationalisms' have not been taken up in the database. Their existence, however, needs to be acknowledged in order to properly situate the ones that have been selected.
The Power of Place
When explaining his ambitions at the Bern conference of 1913, Paul Sarasin stressed his goal to set up a commission for Weltnaturschutz ('global nature protection'). 40 With regard to communist China, finally, the situation was even more distinct. Chinese representatives were largely absent during the entire period studied.
Apart from two single delegates in respectively Paris (1968) and Bonn (1976) , the Chinese only sent representatives from the 1980s onward -and also then only in limited numbers. 1940 1945 1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 The relative representation of nationalities at conferences was of consequence. The fact that colonial networks of a particular number of European countries were dominant in the interwar years proved decisive for the geographical orientation of international conservation for decades to come. Groups concerned with aesthetic cultural landscapes in Europe had a far less defining influence on the international conference circuit than those interested in 'pristine' nature in the colony. 41 This was further confirmed in the 1950s through influx of American conservationists, who had always particularly cherished the wilderness ideal. As we will see, it was also particularly through sciences that institutionalized in the Anglo-American world (such as ecology and wildlife management) that conservation in 'wild' tropical places would be conceptualized.
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The Global South When looking at the participants of 'developing countries' that were drawn in the global network in more detail, it becomes clear that some countries were far better represented than others. Already in the 1960s some regional centers arose. In Latin America, the best represented 44 Correspondence of IUCN-members shows that, by the 1970s, including scientists from 'Third World Nations' in the organisation's commissions was explicitly striven for, but also that it was seen as a relatively difficult task. 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 country in the database is Brazil, in Africa Kenya stands out, while in Asia India is particularly important.
The road to the global conservation network was different for the various countries When we include other 'developing countries' well-represented in the database (Venezuela, Indonesia, the Philippines, Thailand), we see how they map relatively well onto the threatened regions present-day conservationists describe as 'biodiversity hotspots'. 51 As we will see, it is the same species-rich tropical regions that have been preferred destinations of expeditions of the international conservation elite throughout the short twentieth century.
Finally, it should be noted that, for the period studied, the attendees of non-western nations were mostly metropolitan scientists or government officials, not representatives of the indigenous people living close to (or in) the mentioned biodiversity hotspots. To be true, from the 1980s onward indigenous people were increasingly seen as stakeholders in conservation matters -and their so-called 'traditional ecological knowledge' was starting to be recognized.
They would, however, only slowly enter the conference circuit in the early 1990s. 52 Even then, as geographer Stan Stevens has indicated, their presence remained relatively marginal and would be often more evident outside than inside the conference halls.
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Types of Expertise
All the conferences in our database presented conservation as largely, if not solely, a matter of science. This is not self-evident. In 1913, when Sarasin organized his Internationale Weltnaturschutzkonferenz, this was still a relatively new idea. When in 1900, a meeting had been held in London to discuss a convention for the preservation of African wildlife, the small committee, after all, had consisted mostly of diplomats, big game hunters and colonial officers. Management being founded in 1937. In the postwar period the discipline was increasingly incorporated in the administration of European colonies. 59 The first wildlife managers appeared on the participant lists of international conferences in the late 1940s (with 4% of the participants at Lake Success). The term 'wildlife manager' was for a while used alongside 'game warden', but often both expressions were used interchangeably. Self-evidently the two categories were particularly well-represented at conferences devoted to national parks.
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Terms such as 'naturalist', 'ecologist' and 'wildlife manager' were linked to institutional settings (respectively museums, universities and national parks) rather than to wellbordered disciplines. In the period under discussion it is clear that the three types of experts largely agreed that the object of protection should be 'unspoiled' nature, that the biological sciences were to inform its rationale, and that parks and reserves must be its main instruments. The economists and lawyers were, furthermore, joined by a diverse group of specialists including educationalists, social scientists and spatial planners. That the conservation community actively sought the advice of such experts was indicative of a change in approach.
From the 1970s onward, the conservation agenda increasingly broadened to natural resources and development, and the idea gained ground that managing nature also involved managing humans. 63 Occasionally, such experts from outside the traditional preservation network used conferences to actively reframe conservation. Former business man Strong and economist Barbara Ward, for instance, utilized the Cocoyoc conference to highlight that the environmental problem was about 'economic and social maldistribution', while spatial planner Peter Jacobs organized the Ottowa conference to wed conservation to equity issues. 64 Yet, despite such interventions, the new experts hardly managed to conquer a permanent place in the heart of the international conservation network. Until well into the 1980s, the biological scientists continued to dominate much of the conferences, both in terms of numbers and setting the agenda.
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Unspoiled nature, protected by law, set apart in protected areas, and scientifically managed by biologists, remained the main object of attention.
Gendered Conference Culture
The diversity of the network of conservationists can not only be measured in terms of its national or disciplinary composition, but also by looking at its gender balance. This is important if we want to understand the self-fashioning of the conservation expert. Expert roles, after all, are often highly gendered, and the forms they take are partially related to the relative inclusion of women in the network. 66 This inclusion was very limited for most of the period studied. If we exclude traveling partners (who are not always registered on the participant lists), there is only a substantial increase of female participation in the 1980s. On the total of the participants listed for the 21 conferences, only 8% are women. When we look at those numbers in more detail it becomes clear that women were notably absent at the smaller, more exclusive meetings that prepared conventions. At the conferences of Bern (1913), London (1933 and 1938) and Ramsar (1970) there were even no women present whatsoever.
Percentage of female representatives at international conservation conferences
We should not, however, assume that women were completely excluded from the conservation network in the early and mid-twentieth century. 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 at large this tradition was often denounced as 'sentimentalist', and of Marquise de Pierre the talk in the corridors was that 'only with some reserve she could be taken serious '. 68 Sam to the contrary did have an aura of seriousness, but also she took up a female role. She was, after all, sought after for her organizing skills and her inside knowledge of UN bureaucracy -not for particular scientific knowledge.
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Apart from these few visible female conference participants, it is clear that women did important behind-the-scene work that was not always discernible at the front stage that their echo among the conservation community. The IUCN General Assembly of 1984 issued a women's petition to promote 'the involvement of women in IUCN, particularly with regard to "key positions"', and at the Ottawa conference of 1986 a similar standpoint made it into a conference recommendation. 72 The fact that the newly founded World Commission on Environment and Development had Gro Harlem Brundtland as a chair gave further momentum to the equity movement.
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In this period not only the number of women, but also their role in the conference network changed. Increasingly, women in the network took up roles that were traditionally male. Brundtlandt was neither a 'sentimental' bird protector nor a secretary with organizational tasks. As a scientist and former prime minister of Norway, she was a public figure with an aura of both expertise and power. Other women of the same generation entered the conference circuit and further diversified the group. The Belgian environmental lawyer Françoise BurhenneGuilmin, for instance, played a prominent role in legal negotiations, whereas the Tunisian geneticist Hedia Baccar significantly contributed to international debates on the protection of the Mediterranean. 74 In the database in general, the group of women in the period after 1970 is diverse and consists of 18% biological experts, 12% lawyers and 9% diplomats. This being said, it is important to stress the continued female underrepresentation in the total numbers of participants up until the end of the period studied.
A Congress Elite
72 16th Session of the General Assembly: Madrid, Spain, 6-14 November 1984 : Proceedings (Gland: IUCN, 1984 Of course, not everyone present at an international conference necessarily was an influential player in the global conservation network. A great majority of the participants (almost 80%) only appear in the database once. When looking at the group that returns regularly at conferences (4 times or more), only a small group remains. We look at this elite -which makes up less than a percent of the total of conference participants -in some more detail. 1948 -1949 -1962 -1965 -1968 -1982 US 7 2. Jean-Paul Harroy 1948 -1949 -1953 -1962 -1965 -1968 BE 7 3. Walery Goetel 1923 -1932 -1947 -1948 -1962 -1971a PL 6 4. Pieter Gerbrand van Tienhoven 1923 -1932 -1933 -1938 -1947 -1948 NL 6 5. Michel Batisse 1968 -1971a -1982 -1983 FR 5 6. Gerardo Budowski 1962 -1968 -1982 -1988 VE 5 7. Keith Caldwell 1932 -1933 -1938 -1948 -1953 UK 5 8. Frank Fraser Darling 1948 -1949 -1965 -1968 -1971a UK 5 9. Ray Dasmann 1968 -1982 -1983 -1986 US 5 10. Hugh Elliott 1965 -1968 -1976 UK 5 11. Frank G. Nicholls 1965 -1971a -1971b -1976 AU 5 12. Lee Talbot 1962 -1965 -1968 -1971a -1982 US 5 13. François Bourlière 1962 -1965 -1968 -1971a FR 4 14. Wolfgang Burhenne 1968 -1982 -1986 -1988 DE 4 15. Kai Curry-Lindahl 1962 -1968 -1976 SE 4 16. Jean Delacour 1923 -1932 -1947 -1949 FR 4 17. Bernd von Droste 1982 -1983 -1986 -1988 DE 4 18. Johannes Goudswaard 1947 -1948 -1965 -1968 NL 4 19. Clinton Raymond Gutermuth 1949 -1962 -1982 US 4 20. Luc Hofmann 1968 -1982 -1986 CH 4 21. Shri N.D. Jayal 1976 -1982 -1983 -1986 IN 4 22. Cyrille de Klemm 1968 -1976 -1982 -1986 FR 4 23. Wim G. van der Kloot 1947 -1948 -1962 NL 4 24. Walter J. Lusigi 1976 -1971a -1986 KE 4 25. Jeffrey McNeely 1982 -1983 -1986 -1988 US 4 26. Kenton R. Miller 1972 -1982 -1983 -1986 US 4 27. Daniel B. Navid 1971 -1982 -1986 -1988 US 4 28. Théodore Monod 1932 -1949 -1962 -1968 FR 4 29. Duncan Poore 1970b -1976 -1983 UK 4 30. Carleton Ray 1962 -1982 -1986 US 4 31. George Frederick Herbert Smith 1932 -1933 -1947 -1948 UK 4 32. Victor van Straelen 1933 -1938 -1948 -1962 The biographical data of the members of the congress elite -combined with the proceedings of the conferences in question -show that they were more than just attendants. 75 Most of them were highly visible at the conferences as keynote speakers and session chairs. Furthermore, they also saw each other in committee and board meetings that were often held in the margin of bigger conferences. Alongside meeting in the context of conferences, they strengthened their ties through private correspondence and personal visits. 76 Most of them took up formal leadership in various conservation organizations, and authored or co-authored key documents of these organizations. Although not always cordial, the contacts within this small group were overall very tight.
N° Name
When looking at its composition, the list of conference regulars confirms the major tendencies we observed for the group of attendants as a whole. In fact the tendencies are even more outspoken. The list does not include a single woman. The great majority of the congress elite, furthermore, originates from western countries with a particular role for the United States,
France and the United Kingdom. The only 'non-westerners' (Budowski, Jayal and Lusigi) enter the network in the 1960s and 1970s, and come from places we identified as local centers in the global network (Venezuela, India and Kenya). Disciplinarily, the group's make-up is diverse, but biologists are clearly dominant. Over time the composition of the congress elite -like that of overall participants -shows a shift from naturalists to ecologists at mid-century, while environmental lawyers enter from the late 1960s onward.
When looking closer at the biographies of the elite members we see that their training, disciplinary allegiance and trajectories were diverse and often little straightforward. To be sure, most of them received higher education at a limited number of western universities, and two thirds acquired a PhD, but the group as a whole never clustered around one particular discipline.
Even for single individuals it is often difficult to link them to one particular scientific field.
Some could clearly be identified as zoologists (Curry-Lindahl, Ray and Coolidge), botanists (Poore) or wildlife managers (Caldwell), but most had mixed or shifting disciplinary identities. While some individuals of the elite built an entire career within one institution, most took subsequent jobs at universities, international organizations and governmental agencies.
Often they would combine several affiliations at the same time. The elite's multiplicity of engagements did not just concern international organizations and scientific institutions. Next to global policy, many of them were involved in highly localized activism concerning particular landscapes or ecosystems. Through their position at the local-global nexus they were able to bring these places to international attention. On the one hand this enabled them to mobilize international pressure to preserve the local nature they valued (the so-called 'boomerang pattern'). 80 In the other direction it allowed them to promote local successes as models to be copied elsewhere. A good example of the first process is offered 89 Eventually it took numerous rewrites, pendulum diplomacy, as well as some deliberate conceptual vagueness to cover the differences of opinion. This shows that, while the congress elite played a connecting role within international conservation, its power had its limits. In the Strategy as in other projects, the elite became confronted with diverging conservation philosophies, disciplinary allegiances, and institutional identities.
The significance of the congress elite, we would argue, lay in its power to draw particular places, institutions and disciplines into the endeavor of global conservation. The frictions at the network's boundaries indicate that a lot was at stake. The elite's composition and connections to an important degree determined which projects were included, and -equally important -which were not. Throughout the twentieth century it was a conscious and partially strategic choice of the conservation elite to expand the network to include more non-western researchers, non-biologists and women. At the same time, the same elite often confirmed traditional approaches and constrained reform. Despite being challenged, their focus largely remained uninhabited nature, the core expertise continued to be sought in the biological sciences, while the key instruments of conservation were still seen to be national parks and international conventions on species. In the early 1980s, Kenton Miller kept pushing these focal points with the slogan 'parks for sustainable development', while a decade later Jeffrey
McNeely had a similar goal when he borrowed the concept 'biodiversity' from the conservation biologists. 90 With such new terminology men like Miller and McNeely showed themselves cognizant of the sensibilities of the time, but they largely employed the new language to keep traditional concerns alive.
Conclusion
When addressing the participants of the Lake Success Conference in 1949, Harroy typified his audience as a 'vanguard of enthusiasts throughout the world, who often seem to be preaching in the desert'. 91 Conferences like the one in Lake Success were meant to tie the network of enthusiasts together, and to enhance the impact of their 'preaching'. In this article, we have used such conferences as a means to study the shifting composition of this self-proclaimed global vanguard of conservation. In some aspects the global network fostered by conservation conferences was diverse from the very beginning. Both regarding discipline and institutional affiliation conferences brought together people from different backgrounds. Within the network disciplinary and institutional borders seem to have been weak in general -with at least the congress elite easily crossing them. On the other hand, the network originally showed a strong homogeneity with regard to the nationality and gender of its members. One does see a diversification on both accounts through the twentieth century, but only as the result of a slow and laborious process.
Alongside these changes, one also notices the entry of 'new' forms of expertise.
Rather than as a spontaneous development, these forms of diversification can largely be understood as the result of conscious action plans that were often developed from within the network itself. The congress elite acknowledged (or was forced to acknowledge) the need to include new players at several instances. It was particularly from the 1960s onward that the profile of the average conference attendant started to change. This was partially a response to a context of decolonization, the Environmental Revolution and the increasing involvement of the UN in global environmental policy. New players represented forms of expertise such as economic theory or spatial planning, or they represented groups that gained new political meaning -as in the strife for gender balance or the attempts to include participants from the 'developing world'. The inclusion of such groups was partially a strategic response to returning accusations that global conservation was too insular and elitist. In a working document of the mid-1980s, McNeely still found it necessary to stress that international conservationists 'should carefully refute the charge that concern about species is a WASP phenomenon'. the role of women in conservation became a returning topic in the 1980s. 93 Yet, this article has also drawn attention to underlying continuities. Although globally oriented, the conservation network sustained a clear center-periphery structure. Geographical centers important during the formation years (notably France and the United Kingdom) maintained an important position during the entire twentieth century -partially because they constituted important loci of institutionalization and discipline-building. Over time new global centers (such as the United States) and regional ones (such as Brazil) arose, and also these would be anchored in institutions and disciplinary structures. Experts from the non-western world that entered the network (such as Lusigi) often strongly resembled their western counterparts. They spoke the same language, were trained in the same sciences (often in the west) and would be socialized in the same conference culture. They belonged to what environmental historian Michael Lewis has described as 'a transnational "comfortable" class' and they perpetuated its values. 94 Throughout the entire period, conservation work of the majority of conference attendants concerned tropical 'wilderness', a focus that built on colonial structures and interests. Natural history gradually gave way to ecology and wildlife management, but this does not detract from the fact that it was the biological sciences -and more in particular those focused on uninhabited nature -that dominated the ways in which problems were defined and answers were formulated.
Instrumental in this continuity was a core group of conference attendants that was relatively stable. The congress elite brought experts together who were not bound by clearly bordered academic disciplines, and who had careers that were not limited by particular institutions. They played a connecting and stabilizing role and often supported each other's projects over long periods of time. While the elite adapted to new contexts, they defended continuity as it came to conservation's geographical focus, its scientific approach, its 
